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The request for continued examination is acknowledged. A first action follows. 
Abstract is overlain, note 150 word limit. 

Claims 48-66, 78, 83, 86-89 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 1 12, first paragraph, as 
containing subject matter which was not described in the specification in such a way as to 
reasonably convey to one skilled in the relevant art that the inventor(s), at the time the 
application was filed, had possession of the claimed invention. These claims appear to be based 
on new matter not supported in disclosure as filed. 

For claim 48, Fig. 5A contact tip is not disclosed to be "reverse wiped" in papers as filed. 
For claim 78, no u stop adjustable between different positions" is disclosed in papers as filed. 
Figs. 9, 1 0, structures 560, etc are only referred to as pressure appliers not as stops nor are they 
shown to be used as adjustable stops. See spec discussion of Fig. 9A. 

Claims 48-66, 78, 83 and 86-89 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 1 12, second paragraph, as 
being indefinite for failing to particularly point out and distinctly claim the subject matter which 
applicant regards as the invention. 

Claim 48, lines 14, 15 seem incorrect. Claim 48 is seen to read only on the fig. 5 A 
embodiment but for this structure the tip 230 appears to wipe in only one direction and not to be 
"reversely wiped". Nor does the spec refer to such reverse wipe with respect to fig. 6. If 
limitation is shown to be proper, the terms must be added to the spec. Claim 78 is similarly 
found unclear and not readable on figs. 9, 10 embodiments. 
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Claims 95, 98, 99 and 101 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Suejima in view of Fjelstad. 

Soejima fig. 1 shows a beam 21 secured by post 122 to a substrate 120. Soejima does not 
include a compressible protruding member. Fjelstad at 700 shows such a member located under 
lead 300. It would have been obvious to add such compressible members to the Soejima 
structure. These would provide added forces on the beams. Claim 101 relates to obvious matter 
of duplication producing no stated new result. 

Claims 95, 98 and 99 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(e) as being anticipated by 
Fjelstad. 

The lead 300, fig. 3 A, is read as a beam secured at post 415 to substrate 610. A 
compressible protruding member 700 is shown. Claim 99 provides no structural distinction over 
the reference. 

Claims 78, 86, 87, 89 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Fitzgerald. 

For claim 78, 86 as best understood, Fitzgerald shows fig. 4, a beam 180 secured at post 
181 to substrate 171 and an adjustable pusher (stop device) 186. Claim 87 does not define any 
structural feature. Claim 89 is an obvious matter of duplication of parts. 

Claims 83, 95, 96, 97, 98, 99 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Fitzgerald in view of Suzuki. 
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For claim 83, Fitzgerald, fig. 4 lacks an elastic fluid tube to actuate the contacts. Suzuki, 
figs. 8, 10 shows use of such tubes. It would have been obvious to use such tubes in Fitzgerald, 
fig. 10 in place of motor 1 86. This change would only be a replacement of one device with its 
equivalent. Claims 95, 96, 97, 98, 99 also readable on such combination with compressible tube 
used in place of motor 186. 

Applicant's arguments filed with the amendment and pertinent to above rejections have 
been fully considered but they are not persuasive. 

Some arguments are responded to above. Others areiJS^iew of newly applied 



rejections. 

Claims 1-12, 14, 15, 17-27,39-46, 102, 103, 68-77 are allowed. 

Claim 100 is objected to as being dependent upon a rejected base claim, but would be 
allowable if rewritten in independent form including all of the limitations of the base claim and 
any intervening claims. 

Any inquiry concerning this communication should be directed to N. Abrams at 
telephone number 308-1729. 
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